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Theorem 18 can be incorrect if c > 1. For example, in S(2, 3, 4) (see Fig. 1, p. 
24) the set consisting of 210, 201, all elements of column 4 except 202, 211, 220 
and all elements of column 5 constitute a 21-element 2-AC with weight 93, which 
is one less than the minimum weight for such an antichain according to Theorem 
18. A similar example can be made in S(k~,k~_l,. . . ,kl) if k2~3 and 
k, + k , _ l+- . -  + k3+3<H(2),  where H(2) is the smallest of the integers h for 
which Ish- l + Ish-21 is a maximum. 
The difficulty illustrated by the above counterexample is in (incorrect) Lemma 
17. The statement (line 7, p. 42) "Because qh_l<rRh(qh),  there is an integer 
r, h-l>~r>~u, such that a ( ]+ l )= b(j) for h - l>~j>r  but a,+x>b,." is in error 
because a(j + 1) = b(]) for h - 1 >~j >-- u is possible. In this case, following Daykin 
[9, line 8, p. 92] we should have taken r to be u - 1. But now the assertion (line 7, 
p. 43) that the sets rc~h(qh)\r~h(q~,) and ~h-l(q~,-1)\~h-l(qh-1) are disjoint can 
be false since a(r+ 1)= a(r) is possible in the multiset case, and the proof of 
Lemma 17 fails. 
A second essential error is illustrated by the 2-AC in S(2, 3, 4) consisting of the 
17 elements in columns 2 or 4. This antichain has weight 56, one less than the 
minimum according to Theorem 18. The mistake illustrated here occurs at the 
point on the proof of Theorem 18 (line 6, p. 44) that Lemma 14 is used to show 
that p~ >0 for g> j>  I. But Lemma 14 may not apply because q= = (~) and 
q~, = (~) is possible, as in the above counterexample. 
If c = 1, Lemma 17 is not used and Lemma 14 is not used incorrectly, so 
Theorem 18 is correct. But for c > 1, the problem of calculating the minimum 
weight of a c-AC in S(k~,.. . ,  kl) with a specified number of elements is open. 
There are less serious errors in Theorem 6 and Lemma 8. In order to have the 
uniqueness claimed in Theorem 6 it is necessary to add the hypothesis that 
m(h) l -a - I 'm(h-1) l - t - "  " "+[mt( t ) ]~0.  In Lemma 8, the hypothesis L>Lq(h) must be h J TL  h--1 J - -  
replaced by the hypothesis h>L,~h~+~. Then, whether the representation of q 
referred to in the lemma is proper or improper, q <~(~+x) and the application of 
the normalized matching condition given in the proof of the lemma, with q(h) 
replaced by q(h)+ 1, is justified. 
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